TGDC Applications Working Group
Meeting Minutes: 4-28-11

Members Present:

· John Wack (NIST)
· Karen Yavetz (NIST)

· Kristen Greene (NIST)

· Belinda Collins (NIST)

· Carmelo Rivera (NIST)

· Sharon Laskowski (NIST)

· Ian Piper (Dominion Voting)

· Ann McGeehan (TGDC)

Topics Discussed:

· Minutes from the last Applications working group meeting – we discussed some U/A issues, discussed FVAP’s grants to the states for acquiring UOCAVA voting systems, and mentioned PEW’s ERIC initiative on modernizing registration databases for the states.
· Today we will walk through the IEEE P1622 Use Case for Electronic Blank Ballot Distribution:
· We have a good draft out at this point.  It’s accurate and complete.  We will send out an updated version with an associated schema next week. We are also planning to write a document that shows the structure of the schema and how information within it is linked together.  In the month of May we can make minor modifications to the schema, and then get it to FVAP.  
· Going through the Use Case in detail – 
· Page 8, Section 2 – Definitions: 
· We had an exchange with P1622 about terminology.  We decided to align the terminology with that of VVSG 2.0.  The terminology in 2.0 was vetted with a lot of election officials, and it went through public reviews.  
· Ballot configuration - is the set of contests in which a voter is entitled to vote.  You can think of it as a generic ballot.  FVAP has said that what they want is an ordered ballot configuration.  In other words, the capability for someone to map to a ballot that contains all the contests/issues, how they need to be voted (vote variation), and the proper ordering.  So if that were displayed, it would look like a generically ordered ballot.  It would not have fonts, headers… anything at that level of detail.
· Ordered ballot configuration – a ballot configuration with ordering information regarding how contests must appear in a ballot style and the vote variation associated with each contest.
· Ann – that sounds like an FVAP ordered ballot configuration.  That this will be some sort of generic style.  Which wouldn’t necessarily map to any state law requirements?
· John – yes.  The formatting details are going to come elsewhere.
· Scytl uses templates that have all the state specific formatting details associated with them.  So were assuming that FVAP would provide a template similar to that.  We’ve discussed that down the road, maybe the CDF should contain those types of details within it.  That’s an engineering detail we’ll have to work with.
· Ann – is there a definition that would reference the state legal requirements on formatting?  Because it’s starting to look like a national system for internet voting, which may be fine, but we need to have a link back to the state and local election officials. We need to have some hooks back into the official data at the state and county level, so we’re not just sending all of this data to FVAP, who will give it to a manufacturer…and there would be no connection to the state and local officials who are going to conduct the election.
· John –Ok, well we have a definition for ballot style – a particular ballot configuration that observes all state/local presentation (formatting) rules.  Here we’re saying it’s an electronic file that an EMS produces, which contains all of the information needed for a DRE to produce a legal ballot.  So I think the states, if they are in control of the application, and if they have received a Grant from FVAP, can make the system specific to their needs at this point. I believe you are going to see a number of systems out there that are specific to states. 
· Ann – also it may be Grants to counties, as well as states.
· John – ok, and that aspect could be handled in a separate schema, which is part of the format.
· David Beirne recommended that we stay away from provisional ballots, and leave that up to the states.  But that we should include in the schema the information needed for a FWAB, which we have done.
· Ian – John, the differences between blank ballot and ballot configuration.  Blank ballot would be the pre-canned ballot image.  But ballot configuration is…?
· John – well some on IEEE want the only thing that’s called a ballot to be the thing that a voter directly votes on.  So we wouldn’t call anything an electronic blank ballot.  We’d say electronic blank ballot document.
· John - so when we say ballot, we mean the electronic or paper ballot that a voter interacts with. 
· Ian – well, with contests that have a lot of legal issues and different languages involved, you end up with a ballot length that may be long, and people overseas might not be able to print that.  So a blank ballot, if you have to do it in 8 ½ by 11 inch presentation, might be a 2 page ballot.
· John – ok, that aspect could be handled in a separate schema, that is part of the format.
· Section 4 (Goal) - Here I want to say specifically what we’re doing in the Use Case.  What we’re giving FVAP is an EML XML schema.  It’s been named 505.  It was originally built this way to work better with PEW’s initiative project with VIP.  (This integrates into Google maps, and allows a voter to find where they’re supposed to vote).
· The idea is that there’s one relatively big schema, and people will build XML files according to that schema.  States will have all of their precinct information in that file.  And that would all map to elections within those particular locations.  And then the ballots, the candidates, the issues associated with those elections. 
· Again, the idea is that a voter enters their name, and some other information about themselves, and an application looks that up using the VRDB.  From there, it verifies the particular voting location for the voter, maps that using the 505 file, and then finds the actual ballot. 
· It can be used to dynamically build the ballot for the voter.  Or it can be built in such a way that it indexes to a group of pre-canned pdf ballots. 
· Within EML there are a number of different schemas, the 505 schema being a collection of other schemas, built to deal with international voting.  In 505, optional fields have been removed, and we’re only dealing with the fields that pertain to US elections.  It’s a bit of a hybrid schema.  But I like that it maps so well to VIP.  A state could build this 505 file, run a transform on this file, and then the 505 pretty much maps 1 to 1 to their approach.
· So, we do reference that a state could dump their VRDB into another EML file, known as a 310, which contains voter registration information.  That would eliminate dealing with so many queries.  310 helps you deal with lookups. This is contained with the 505.
· So primarily, what we’re giving people is the 505 file, plus the transform file.  
· Ann & Ian – sounds good, sounds reasonable.
· Ian –should the schema have a way of dealing with the multiple page ballot issue? This would be multiple ballot styles that the voter is given to be able to vote on.  Each one contains a section of the contest.  And it would be done on separate sheets of paper.  Would EML contain a schema for that?
· John – does a typical EMS produce a ballot style file per ballot, regardless of how many pages that ballot is going to be?
· Ian – yes.  It produces whatever you need to give to the print shop for them to do printing of the ballots.  
· John – so there are situations in US state elections where people are given multiple ballots?
· Ian & Ann – yes, that’s pretty common.
· Ian – sometimes to maintain it on a single sheet, a different size of paper will be used.  
· John – ok, well if the voter gets 4 pages of paper, that’s a ballot.  But it could be considered 4 separate ballot styles?
· Ian & Ann – yes.
· OK, we’ll go back and make sure we’ve accounted for that.
· Ann – on these Grants, if you create these applications that will allow for electronic voting, but you give it to the jurisdiction to use, is the source code owned by FVAP? 
· Also I just found out that FVAP is doing a demonstration in San Antonio on July 26 & 27.  Same dates as the TGDC meeting. 
· Sharon – it’s my understanding that this is a pilot test, rather than just a demo, and there would be very limited room for observers. 
· But NIST will talk to FVAP and see about this.
· John – OK, The EAC is exploring the idea of putting their Election Day survey into the common format.  That was suggested at the February 2011 Common Data Format Workshop, held at the EAC.  
·  On webex - The EAC’s Administration and Voting survey form.  My understanding is that if we wanted the CDF to accommodate all of this information, we’d have to build some applications and websites, and that would need to be public data.  
· Ann –the first half of the survey is all the national voter registration data.  What we report to the EAC is simple numbers.  Are we talking about the underlying data that represents how we get to that data?  That would be a huge project.  If you’re just talking about what the states send to the EAC, I don’t think we’d need a CDF for that.
· John - Well the lack of a CDF really hurts election analysis.  So an idea was to start here, since it is something everyone has a report on.  But if this is purely just numbers, maybe it wouldn’t be necessary. 
· John – We are looking at event logging as the next big Use Case to start on. We have info in 2.0 about all of the different things that need to be logged, and have asked EAC to comment on that.  There may be new requirements about how accessible log files ought to be.  But EAC did not have anything new to request, in terms of what should be logged.
· So, we will get out a new version of this Use Case with the updated schema and more example usages.  If you can give us comments that would be appreciated. 
· Next call –Thursday, May 12 at 1 PM EST.
